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Campaign Criteria  Face of Power 1  How does it build the organization?  Second 2  Will it attract new members?  Second 3  How will it increase our power (members, organizational stature, resources it might bring, etc.)?  Second 4  Does the goal of the campaign advance a solution?  How many people will it affect?  What is the prospect of the people who might benefit from the resolution of the problem joining MPA to fight for the solution? 
First, Second 









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































were often somewhat incompatible with the demands of my academic schedule, and vice versa.  A week before classes started for the semester, I was back in Maine to dedicate a solid week to my thesis work. I had thought that meant long hours in the ceramics studio producing work for my senior project in studio art, but the week quickly turned into MPA organizing camp. I was participating in conference calls, drafting meeting agendas, and imagining the practicalities of a mid‐winter door‐to‐door canvass. “This is really a ‘hit the ground running’ sort of thesis,” I noted to myself between these activities, “I’m hoping that this is… not going to [be] the catalyst for the busiest and most stressful semester of my [Bates career].” That was January 4, and I was completely unaware that the organizing would continue at breakneck speed until mid‐February.   Throughout those months, I was constantly on call. Handfuls of emails poured into my inbox everyday, most of which needed to be read and many of which needed responses. Planned and unexpected phone calls and meetings, following‐up with volunteers and staff about progress on different parts of the survey development, defending the necessity for values‐related questions on the survey, identifying target populations, and designing a data entry process were surprisingly time‐consuming activities. Even though I thrive in fast‐paced environments that require multi‐tasking and efficient prioritization to actually get work done, I frequently felt as though the demands on my time were too extreme given the other commitments I was balancing as a full‐time student.   For the most part, that feeling was a factor of the personalities of MPA as an organization and myself as a person. I had known from previous work with MPA that the organization was good at “making the ask” and would find ways to keep me involved as a 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volunteer. I also knew myself well enough to be aware of my tendency to set high expectations for myself. I am fairly agreeable and like to please people, which means that “No, I’m sorry, I cannot do that today,” is not generally part of my rhetoric. Together, these are two of the reasons why I put off contacting MPA in the fall about collaborating on my thesis. Once I made that call in October, however, I was hooked, and my thesis adapted to fit the schedule and expectations of MPA.   On that token, some of the academic deadlines were inconvenient for the work I was doing with MPA. The early December chapter due‐date, for example, fell just over a month after I partnered with MPA, which did not give me very much time to prepare my initial thesis work. Those early chapters were also due just days after the retreat and well before I had additional content with which to contextualize my work with MPA. Later in December, the holiday break sent me home to Minnesota for a couple of weeks. Even though I returned to Lewiston before classes started in January, I had missed some important MPA moments. Later in January, there was a direct conflict between the academic and practical sides of this thesis: the January 11 thesis review with the department conflicted with an important organizing meeting at MPA. I obviously went to the thesis review meeting, as one of my stated priorities is to graduate, but this moment represented one of the few times I prioritized the academic element of my work ahead of what I was doing with MPA.  The rest of the year was about doing what I could with MPA in spite of the academic timetable. The most recent example of this is MPA’s March 16 Lobby Day, when members from throughout the state descend on the State House for a day of training and lobbying. I have only been peripherally involved in organizing this day, but I am told that some of the day’s work will spawn from the work I organized with MPA over the course of the year. 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That said, I will not be able to incorporate any elements from that day into my thesis. Although I will attend part of the day, this event falls at a hugely inconvenient time given the impending due dates of both of my theses. As I discuss below, these timeline challenges determined what my thesis could become, because I felt that it would be impractical and inappropriate to impose an outside schedule or set of expectations on an organization like MPA.   
Personal Development   Over the course of the semester, navigating these two worlds has made me develop as a student, a researcher, and a collaborator. I had to balance inconvenient schedules, accommodate the tensions that developed from differing expectations of my community partner and academic advisors, and write a thesis that somehow captured the gamut of experiences I had with MPA in an academically appropriate way. One of the most noticeable changes in my approach to community‐based research was attitudinal: I began the year thinking that I had to accommodate every request by MPA, but I am ending the year with a renewed sense of my prerogative to think independently and in an academic capacity. In the beginning, I did my best to minimize the academic element of this collaboration because I did not want it to get in the way of the work MPA was doing. Now, I have a revised understanding of the value of academic contributions to community work. I spent the majority of my time with MPA in a fairly reactive role. I responded to queries and requests by the organization, and I did my best to accommodate the direct political work that the group organized. I thought that it was most important to do as I was asked or told; after all, what did I know as a student researcher with limited experience in 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community‐based research? Because of MPA’s obvious focus on direct action, the priority of our collaboration was the political work we organized together. To this end, I was expected to do a variety of more administrative tasks, such as prepare volunteer lists for the canvass, create agendas for weekly planning calls, and do turn‐out calls. These tasks are essential components of any organizing position, and they were linked to some of the narrative‐activities I organized with MPA. That said, the narrative activities I had a larger role in organizing –namely the workshop and the canvass– were proposed by MPA as either preexisting or feasible activities with which to address narrative. The exception to this was the model for a follow‐up meeting, which I felt was an important component of the narrative development process. This approach came into conflict with my academic expectations for our collaboration, which included the assumption that I would be designing research with MPA. That said, my research activities were not necessarily completely aligned with organization’s focus on direct action. This difference in focus was to be expected: MPA has practical political goals that fall within very strict timelines and are not entirely conducive to an extended theoretical inquiry into narrative development. I, on the other hand, had the distinct expectation of graduating in May, which meant I needed to produce a thesis and address some of those more theoretical questions of narrative. Although my reactive approach to working with MPA facilitated a cooperative relationship, I did not feel as though I was designing or developing my thesis. Instead, I felt as though I was trying to tease a thesis out of the work that I was doing with and observing at MPA. This created some tension with the expectations my academic work, as I was worried that my somewhat passive interactions with MPA would limit the legitimacy of my 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inquiry. This tension is illustrated by a number of smaller exchanges I had with MPA over the course of the year, including several conversations about the stated research question of my thesis. MPA essentially had a research question when I started working with them in October. Throughout October and November, Ben and I had several discussions about the nuances and implications of the question, but there was always a divide between the relevance of the question to the work at MPA and to my thesis. For the most part, I minimized those differences and continued to pursue my research alongside the work I did with MPA. This reactive approach had somewhat terrifying consequences for my thesis: I did not have much control over the activities at MPA. My academic work was contingent on the information I could glean from activities and processes that MPA envisioned, and I had no way to foresee what those activities would be or what that information would look like.  This provided an invaluable learning experience about overcoming imbalanced goals and recognizing the need to develop my own sense of ownership of the process. I began thinking more critically about the activities I was organizing, and I began to see the connection between my academic and practical work. I managed to capture this discovery in a short reflection in mid‐January:  I’m finding myself caught up on narrative and how narrative (the personal stories) are translated into narrative (the overarching explanation for the world). I was approaching that as something I needed to figure out before I could do the thesis work, but now I’m realizing that those questions are the ones that I need to explore in my thesis.  Although this appears to be a fairly straightforward conclusion, this realization marks a distancing between my goal and the goal of MPA: I am interested in the academic piece and MPA is interested in the practical piece. Whereas I had originally thought that I needed to “figure out” narrative before leading narrative activities with MPA, I came to realize that 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“figuring out” narrative was my thesis. This realization developed out of the need to integrate the academic and field components of this research so that I could produce a single, coherent set of findings to both MPA and my academic advisors.  As a result, the particular focus of my thesis has shifted from acceptance of MPA’s actions and models into a more critical assessment of the organization’s activities. This bring our question about narrative into a hybrid realm between practical and theoretical research and creates the space in which I could conduct academic research that is related to MPA’s questions about narratives. I realized that I no longer had to do the academic research on the side, as that information was wholly relevant to the problem of narrative development. As a testament to that progression, in second semester, I used a single notebook, instead of the two separate notebooks of first semester, to organize my work with MPA and on my thesis. This realization was also important because it illustrated my development from a fairly reactive and passive scholar into a more proactive and critical scholar. I am accepting my place as an academic in my relationship with MPA, and this allows me to turn my focus back to creating content worthy of a thesis. I began making critical decisions about which experiences I had with MPA were relevant to this inquiry, and I began to de‐emphasize elements like analysis of the survey data that, although important to MPA, were less related to the material I would use to approach our research question.  That said, there is still some friction in the relationship between the work I did for MPA and the work I am doing for my thesis. Some of this has to do with an unclear chain of command that obscures the authority I have within MPA to make decisions about research design and implementation. I had worked fairly closely with Ben during the first semester, 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and our partnership continued through the first weeks of February while we were developing, testing, and conducting the survey. Throughout those weeks, I was responsible for interactions with volunteers and staff, and I had to make some decisions about division of roles and prioritization of activities for the canvass. Due to my position as a part‐time student‐intern, my decisions were never completely final, and MPA had to make decisions and get work done even if I was not present. Overall, the challenges I experienced in navigating community‐partner relationships would be difficult to avoid in first‐time research partnerships. At the beginning of the process, I was very hesitant to act in any way that would not be completely consistent with MPA’s values and expectations. My perspective certainly developed to accommodate a more nuanced understanding of the relationship between researcher and community‐partner, but I have by no means perfected the interaction.   
Academic Resources and Tensions   One of the best things about second semester was participating in a Community‐Based Research (CBR) Fellowship through the Harward Center for Community Partnerships. Run by Georgia Nigro and Holly Lasagna, the fellowship program sought to provide a space for learning and reflection about CBR. This was accomplished through weekly meetings during which a group of eight students completing CBR projects could discuss relevant literature, reflect on our challenges and successes in the field, and pose both theoretical and logistical questions to the group. The group helped me refine aspects of the survey, develop strategies for navigating some of the challenging work dynamics that 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popped up throughout the semester, and reflect on the incredible challenges and rewards of community‐based research.  The CBR Fellowship also provided an excellent forum in which to discuss the squeaky wheel of community‐based research: the Institutional Review Board. I had begun looking into IRB during first semester, but I did not need to start thinking about approval until second semester. I communicated with IRB throughout the survey development process, and I worked with MPA to pursue IRB in as unobtrusive a fashion as possible. That said, the IRB process is another example of the divide between community partner and the academy. At one point, MPA told me that the survey would continue whether or not it was approved by IRB. They suggested that, if I did not receive IRB approval, I could frame my thesis on the “coincidence” of getting to observe the survey development and dissemination process. Although I agreed with MPA about the inconvenience of the IRB process to the timeline the organization was working with, I was somewhat taken aback by the implication that my thesis could be framed on such a packaged version of the truth. As it turned out, I did not need to submit my project to IRB for approval, but this still provided plenty of material for conversations with my CBR peers over the course of the semester. At this point, I am convinced that more can be done on the side of the community partner and the academy to facilitate more productive, collaborative partnerships.  
Final Thoughts   My initial reasoning for doing a community‐based thesis was that it would get me out of the library and into the field. I was more excited about doing work that was practical and useful than I was about producing something academically motivated. Over the course 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of the year, I found myself in countless unexpected situations. Some of these provided incredible joy and laughter, like a conversation I had with an elderly hard‐of‐hearing man about his pet birds during the door‐to‐door canvass. Others of them created stress and anxiety, like when expectations and timelines did not integrate well. In most of these moments, I was humbled by the hunger for progressive change expressed by MPA members and staff, and I was inspired by the hard work of incredibly diverse and capable volunteers. That said, the year was not easy sailing. This type of work really takes a toll, which I felt by the time March rolled around.  To close, I do not regret my decision to do a collaborative thesis. In fact, even knowing what I know now about the challenges of community‐based research, would likely do it all again if given the choice. This has certainly not been an easy semester, but it has been a hugely informative semester. I have lived some of the central challenges that spawn from community‐based research, and I have developed both personal and practical strategies for navigating those challenges. My thinking as an academic has been greatly enriched by the awareness I gained through political fieldwork, and I like to think that the political work I did (and will continue to do) is similarly enriched by my academic pursuits. I remain indebted to the people, organizations, and academics that aligned to make this thesis possible. 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Appendix H: Remaining Questions 
  The following questions developed over the course of the semester and deserve additional thought as institutions like Bates College pursue community‐based research on a more institutional level. The following list is by no means exhaustive, but rather describes a set of considerations that characterize some of the central challenges that students of community‐based research are likely to encounter.   What is the appropriate role for a student researcher in the context of an established and experienced community partner?  What should a student researcher do if a community‐partner is unresponsive to her suggestions about research design?  When is the student an agent of her thesis, and therefore the authority on a project or activity? When is the student a representative of the community partner, and therefore subordinate to the organization’s authority?  When is it okay for a student researcher to have an opinion, and when is it better for the student researcher to defer to the experience and perspective of the staff?  What is the priority in the collaboration: useable information for the community partner or a rock‐solid academic piece? Are the two necessarily in tension with one another?  How can students remedy academic goals that do not accommodate the goals of community partners, and vice versa?  What is the best way to be critical? How should a student handle information that suggests room for improvement on the part of the community partner?  How can student‐researchers accommodate the need that many organizations have for labor while still attending to a research question? 
   
